ference. To some extent it is clear that local colonial authorities used the war in Europe as a convenient smoke-screen behind which they could pursue cherished goals unhindered. Lugard, for example, seems to have been behaving thus in rushing through the Provincial Court, Supreme Court and Criminal Procedure Bills in Nigeria in the two months following the outbreak of European hostilities. World War I was certainly a smokescreen which blinded both metropolitan critics of colonialism and, as one could see in many of the conference papers, many of the African modern elite whose 'loyalty' and 'goodwill' towards the metropoles appears to have been relatively general.
These generalities aside, it is important to recapture the marginality of Africa in overall imperial war strategy, particularly in the case of Britain. Although it looms large in our consciousness, and was to figure prominently in metropolitan concern in the inter-war period, a dogged hunt through the numerous memoirs of the period reveals that those in high places thought little about the 'colonies' and even less about Africa at the time. Empire meant pre-eminently the 'white Dominions' and India; throughout I914-I8, Africa was reserved, as on pre-war agendas, for 'any other business'. This is a rude discovery for an Africanist, but the very transformation of that situation, the growth of the perceived need to be better informed, instanced by the burgeoning committees of experts working for the Colonial Office in the inter-war years, owed a great deal to the alteration in circumstances in metropolitan-African relations following World War I.
A substantial degree of this transformation can, in the case of Britain, be seen in economic terms. In I9I3, for example, only about 22 per cent of all United Kingdom exports had Imperial (including African) destinations; by 1938 that percentage had doubled. Of those figures, of course, both India and the 'white Dominions' enjoyed the lion's share and Africa accounted for only a minute proportion of such flows. A non-economist cannot satisfactorily account for such changes and the secondary literature seems still to be debating them. Imperial markets obviously become more important relative to non-Imperial markets after 1918. And part of the reason for this lies within the metropole itself. British goods found it harder to compete within the markets of the industrialized world after 1918; Britain's industrial efficiency had not kept abreast with the strides made in German and North American industry, for example. Moreover, after 1918 the industrialized world played a rougher and tougher game, first using tariffs and later even more direct methods.2 In import terms, Britain's imperial dependence increased dramatically after I9I8. In I913 something like 80 per cent of British imports derived from non-imperial sources. By 1938 that percentage had been reduced to about 60 per cent.3 In sum, it seems that the Empire as a whole began to make a dramatic 'contribution' as a supplier and as a market in the inter-war period. Part of the explanation for this, and much of the explanation for the far greater concern with colonial matters after the War, lies in the extensive 'sharing' Britain enjoyed in the relative domestic prosperity achieved in the Empire after I918.
In many areas of the colonial world, then, considerable economic expansion occurred between the wars and it seems likely that Africans were highly significant in the process, though the precise size and nature of their contribution remains a subject for further research. Capital investment and exports appear to have risen, with a grinding interlude during the Depression; even in those parts of Africa where Britain enjoyed no tariff preference, Britain 'shared' the market response of Africans, the growth of local markets and the creation of wealth. It is clear from many of the conference papers, and from discussion they provoked, that this expansion was closely related to the War itself. First, the war-time measures of the metropoles included an intensification of the production drive in cash-crops and minerals. This in turn was reinforced by the clear relationship between military recruitment and labour recruitment. It is evident that the extent of social and political control over Africans was increased under war-time conditions, accelerating processes of change implicit in the introduction and encouragement of new modes of production before I914. Before I9I4 Africa was for the most part a dream for the greedy speculator. From 1918 it seems likely that her role was more centrally related, or at least perceived to be more centrally related, as part of the empire, to the very heart of the metropolitan economies themselves.
By I914, although the metropoles were inescapably imperial powers in Africa, the shape of that colonial domination was by no means set. In Britain the contest between those loosely described as liberals and Imperialists as to that shape was not completely ended. It At the other extreme, as Professor P. S. Gupta explains,6 the British Labour movement was confused on colonial matters. But I914-18 were crucial years in that throughout Europe they were not years of debate and theory, but rather years of practice, a time of shortterm actions rather than long-term planning. Opponents of colonialism were in a trap they themselves perceived. War was inseparable from imperialism, and Empire. To oppose war was to be unpatriotic, and patriotism and Empire became more and more synonymous. This closing of ranks, the take-over of the commanding heights by imperially minded statesmen, and, no less importantly, civil servants and diplomats, in some senses completed colonialism in fundamental fashion.
In the circumstances it seems odd that some historians persist in calling World War I a 'European War'. Lloyd George himself concluded that 'it is not one continent that is engaged-every continent is affected'.7 As he admitted to Colonel House, it was an imperialist war. Part of the explanation of this must lie in a theme which appeared marginally in a number of the papers, but which needs to be more fully explored. This period of rapid change occurred at a time of significantly lower administrative and commercial white staff-numbers in almost all colonial states. The percentage of white administrators and commerPants to total populations fell throughout Africa throughout I9I4-I8, as it was to do during the Depression and again in I939-45, as the priorities of great matters in Europe lured them away. Thus the deeper and ultimately most pervasive penetration of the fabric of African life occurred when there were fewer visible 'colonialists' upon the ground. In South Africa, both African and Afrikaner were to benefit from the absence of English-speaking workers on the front-though the former were only to do so temporarily. Elsewhere, one of the results of this was the simple substitution of blacks in roles previously earmarked for whites, which in turn goes some little distance towards explaining elite quiescence.
But the very staff shortages signalized a crisis of considerable dimensions both for colonial powers and for commercial concerns. For both, the shortterm solutions were to prove to be of long-term significance. To put it at its simplest level, there was a clear fusion of these two spheres. Government was to play a greater role in the economies, in the forms of controls and intervention in general, and business, as Killingray shows for the Gold Coast, was to play a greater role in government as adviser and as lobby.
Colonial authority was digging itself in, an inevitable consequence of the demands for conscripted troops and labour, the general increase in taxation and the rising demands being made upon rural producers. But it was doing so in a period of weakness. Killingray cites Clifford's fears about the 'Combine's' near monopoly, but the Gold Coast's revenues depended vitally upon the unencumbered activity of firms taking full advantage of the death of laissez-faire. In more simple form, colonial governments were also bound to respect the local equivalents of Chambers of Mines and Chambers of Commerce who were 'doing their bit' in terms of producing the materials the Empire Resources Development Committee demanded.
It was not only this leverage that increased the power of European business. The growth of European oligopolistic enterprise, or at least oligopolistic aspirations, certainly antedates I914. But World War I greatly facilitated its success. First, and not unimportantly, the War re-moved Germany from its powerful trading position in Africa. French and particularly British enterprise was greatly encouraged by the elimination of major competition. As is well known, German commercial houses before I914 dominated not only their own colonial trade but played a very large part in the trade of French and British colonies as well.
That windfall accelerated trends already in train. The war certainly stimulated, sometimes in crude fashion, African production. But to conclude from the figures that prosperity resulted goes too far. Despite the appearance of a boom in most sectors between 1915 and 1917, the external trade of most African colonies in real terms was depressed. Despite the complexities of the situation, there are grounds for hazarding that World War I rehearsed the mode by which African entrepreneurs and rural producers were to be out-gunned during World War II by the European competitors. Between I914 and I9I8, as between 1939 and I945, severe shipping shortages created bottlenecks which adversely affected African business to the gain of European concerns who through their closeness to Government had more access to shipping space. In West Africa it can be clearly seen how the West African Shipping Conference, which of course had linkages with British commercial concerns, kept non-British concerns out of trade by its virtual monopoly of freight space. It also, logically from its own point of view, blocked African access to shipping for both import and export purposes. This occurred, as it did in 1939-45, when commercially minded Africans knew that they could have benefited from the considerable profits accruing from the common practice of 'marking-up' prices of imported goods at a time of their relative shortage. European commerce reaped a rich reward partly because producer prices were being kept down by the state while no matching controls were placed upon retail prices. Other institutions reinforced this tendency. Certainly the reputation of the banking sector for prejudice in the granting of credit owed something to the particularly tight controls placed upon Banks in war-time. But there is little doubt that the favouring of 'old' customers, more particularly firms in which they had large stakes, blocked Africans in a further way.
The significance of inflation in provoking African discontent during and after World War II has received more attention than that of inflation between 1914 and 1920, which appears to have been no less important. Although the figures are confusing, it appears that the amount of money in circulation increased in British African colonies by about 500 per cent between I913 and 1918. Because of the short supply of import goods, the cost of these rose enormously. In addition it appears that many areas also saw great increases in food prices, not least because of shortages occasioned by the removal of labour from food cultivation through conscription and the diversion of food cultivators into non-edible cash crops. In much of Africa by 1914, many imported goods were no longer classifiable as luxuries. Kerosene, cloth, matches, matchets and many other western industrial products were part of African everyday life. Thus the overall situation of real decline in prices paid for export crops was mirrored in the high cost of imported goods and probably locally produced goods as well.
The financial implications of war for most colonies worsened this situation and underlines the governmental role in circumscribing African opportunity. In many colonies the war increased taxation and decreased development expenditure. Some colonies like the Gold Coast or Kenya actually funded colonial war, the bill for the invasion of Togoland being ?6o,ooo. In addition, most colonial governments voted sums as war 'contributions' to metropolitan governments. To meet these bills taxation was increased and services declined, not least because the low energy of colonial economies made revenue hard to raise in other fashions. This did not stop colonial governments increasing specific duties on a number of significant imports, sometimes by several hundred percent. At the same time, public sector capital expenditure in most colonies, which in any case was very modest before I9I4, fell by as much as a third between 1914 and I918 in money terms and in real terms of course a great deal more dramatically. Africans paid a heavy price for maintaining the colonial governance of their countries in war-time. And when the burden appeared to fall on expatriate companies, as it appears to do in the raising of revenue through, for example, cocoa export duty, it is clear that the burden of this was shifted onto the farmers by price-lowering.
The press of war-time measures, from labour-recruitment through price manipulation for producers and the obstruction of African traders, affected all levels of colonial society. They gave the previous abstraction of the 'colonial state' a thoroughly concrete reality. Africans did not of course simply lie down under this onslaught. In many respects their reactions were remarkable for their doggedness. Beyond the sphere of open revolt lay powerful attempts to outflank European encroachment. Africans, as Killingray shows, adopted subtle methods to evade the European shipping and banking lock-outs. Cash farmers went on buying land throughout the war in many areas despite the drop in world prices. On the eve of the lorry revolution the optimistic maximizers are to be found energetically building their own roads and their own bridges, usually without central revenue support and frequently voluntarily. Similarly, I914-18 seems to have heralded a vast increase in demand for western education. Most African colonies had many more schools in I9I8 than they had in I9I4. Both in West Africa and, as Louise Pirouet shows, in East Africa, schools and missions were most certainly the product of African demand, and some were financed and run by Africans. To this more positive picture must be added the role of the ex-servicemen, some of whom do appear to have been significant 'modernizers'. They also appear to have been an importantly disappointed group whose inducements to serve were seldom honoured. Their political consciousness was to be significant in the history of nationalism in the following three decades. This rather more positive and redressive picture needs to be set beside a somewhat more equivocal penetration of Africa by survey. Physically Africa was more exhaustively surveyed for its mineral and other wealth than ever before. Some of the most notable mineralogical surveys date from this period, such as Major Kitson's famous Gold Coast survey which inter alia resulted in the discovery of and immediate exploitation of its bauxite reserves. Agricultural research was similarly energetically pursued, particularly where it could be followed up with development based upon war requirements: hence a widespread devotion to rubber and oil production. But African society no less than African topography was also under the microscope. Systematic official, as opposed to missionary, research into language and society seems to have its origins in this period. While one is in the debt of the Rattrays and the Cardinalls, the process of increasing information carried with it the essential message of the permanent nature of colonial rule.
It seems clear that the War itself, and its direct consequences, were of enormous significance to Africa. The conference by no means tied up all the loose ends. Strikingly absent in terms of systematic treatment was, for example, the influenza epidemic of I919-20, which Kuczynski himself is vague about. It does seem likely on his figures, and others, that mortality of the order of 5 per cent was common. It is an odd comment on our priorities that we know more about cattle epidemics than we do about human disasters. In conclusion it seems clear that the period of World War I is not a Eurocentric time capsule which we artificially introduced into the African context. The War was very much a reality for Africa, a period of immense and significant change of which we have only just scratched the surface.
